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IMPACTS OF LAND REFORM IN BOTSWANA

Maria Sapignoli and Robert K. Hitchcock

INTRODUCTION

The shift from communal to individualized systems of land tenure is a pro-
cess that has occurred throughout Africa. During the 20th and early 21st
centuries there were at least 40 major attempts to reform the basis of land
tenure in various African countries (Sanford 1983; Hunter 2004; Anseeuw
and Alden 2010). Relatively few of these efforts could be described as suc-
cessful; many of them exacerbated social inequities, increased poverty and
resulted in environmental degradation (Sanford 1981; Peters 1994; Rohde
et al. 2006; De Sagte 2011).

A useful example of the costs and benefits of African land tenure reform
is that of the Republic of Botswana in southern Africa.! Botswana is an
interesting case for a number of reasons. First, it differs from its neighbors
in southern Africa because it was not a settler state in the classic sense of
the term. As a protectorate, the process of colonization of Botswana was
somewhat different from its neighbors (Picard 1985). Relatively small areas
of land were allocated to European settlers as commercial farms, totaling
approximately 5 per cent of the country, as opposed to 43 per cent of
the land of Namibia, 40 per cent of Zimbabwe, and 87 per cent of South
Africa. Second, in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s, when Botswana had become
relatively well-off economically as compared to other African countries,
the government sought and received substantial foreign direct investment
(FDI) in the form of loans from the World Bank and other international
donors for large-scale land reform and livestock development projects
(Leith 2005). Third, the government of Botswana does not have a gen-
eral policy of encouraging foreign land acquisition (FLA); foreigners do,
however, get access to land through behind-the-scenes arrangements with

! For discussions of the importance of Botswana as an example of grazing land reform,
see Hitchf:ock (1980); Picard (1981); Lawry (1983), Sanford (1983), Merafe (1988), Dickson
(1990); Tsimako (19g1); Peters (1994).
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Batswana who have obtained land through purchase (in the case of free-
hold land) or allocation through land boards (in the case of tribal land).

This chapter considers changes in land tenure over time in Botswana,
looking first at the processes of change in land distribution and land ten-
ure reform that occurred in the colonial (1885-1966) and post-colonial
periods (1966—present). As we will show, some of the land in Botswana
was converted into cattle ranches as part of large-scale livestock develop-
ment programs, while other Jand became wildlife reserves, national parks,
and towns (see also Andrew et al,, this volume).

Two general processes of change in land tenure are considered: (1) the
establishment of freehold areas under the colonial government, and (2) the
post-colonial reform of land tenure in the tribal lands, which saw lease-
hold ranches established on what had been communal land. We begin
with a discussion of the colonial transformations in land tenure, then
address the post-independence land reforms. In the process, we consider
the various factors that led to dispossession of sizable numbers of poor
people in Botswana, with many of the benefits of these programs going to
better-off members of the society and to foreigners. Particular emphasis is
placed on the processes of dispossession of some of the poorest people in
Botswana, the San, or, as they are known in Botswana, the Basarwa.

In an effort to assist the people in rural communities, the Botswana
government initiated several programs: the Remote Area Development
Program and Social and Community Development (S and CD), which
provided food and other support. Credit schemes were available through
the Financial Assistance Policy (FAP) and the Arable Lands Develop-
ment Program (ALDEP). The initiation of a Community-Based Natural
Resource Management program encouraged communities to embark on
CBNRM activities, which in some areas included the integration of crops,
livestock, and wildlife (for a critical discussion of CBNRM, see Dressler
et al. 2010). In this chapter, we examine the ways in which these programs
have worked (and not worked), drawing on examples from Ghanzi, the
Western Central District, and southern and western Ngamiland, places
San are in the majority.

LAND REFORM AND LIVESTOCK DEVELOPMENT

The background of Botswana land reform has roots in its colonial and post-
colonial past. In the late 1g9th and early 2o0th centuries, some of the land in
the country was allocated by colonial authorities to European individuals
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and companies on a freehold basis, notably the Ghanzi Farms in western
Botswana, the Tati Concession in northeastern Botswana, and the Tuli
Block along the Limpopo River in eastern Botswana (Schapera 1943: 7-15,
1971; Parsons 1973; Mazonde 1991; Tlou and Campbell 1997; Manatsha and
Maharajan 2010). Local impacts of these decisions included the disposses-
sion of sizable numbers of people who had resided on that land for gen-
crations but whose services were not needed by the farmers or companics
who got title over the land. The reduction in access to land meant that in
some cases, the livelihoods of people, especially the poor, were reduced.

With the establishment of the British Protectorate over Bechuanaland,
portions of the country were set aside as Crown Lands, notably the West-
ern Crown Lands, comprising what are now the Ghanzi and Kgalagadi
Districts (approximately 30 per cent of the country), and the Northern
Crown Lands, covering the northern portion of what was the Ngwato
‘I'ribal Territory and Chobe (see Figure 1).

In western Botswana, partly in response to a request of Cecil john
Rhodes and the British South Africa Company, land was set aside for farms,
partially as a buffer between German South West Africa and the Bech-
uanaland Protectorate. In 1895, a Lt. Fuller and a contingent of Bechuana-
land Protectorate Police along with 25 Afrikaner families trekked across
the southern Kalahari and arrived in Ghanzi on 24 April. They hoped to
move on to settle in Ngamiland but were rebuffed by the Tawana chief,
Sekgoma Letsholathebe. In 1896 Lt. Fuller submitted a request to the
Bechuanaland Protectorate Administration that Ghanzi become a farm-
ing area for European settlement (Botswana National Archives [BNA] file
C.0. s17141). The Bechuanaland Protectorate Administration agreed in
1897 to set up a farming block of land that would be allocated to indi-
viduals. Eventually 41 farms of approximately 5,000 morgen (4.284 sq km)
were allocated to Afrikaner and English farmers who trekked out of South
Africa to Ghanzi in 1898-1899 (Russell and Russell 1979: 12-15; Guenther
1986). The Ghanzi Farms were expanded in the 1950s and 1g96os, when
additional farms were surveyed and allocated. Today, there is a total of
172 Ghanzi freehold farms, the vast majority of which are owned by
Batswana, some of them of English and Afrikaner heritage.

Over time, a substantial portion of the Ghanzi San population, which
numbered at one time in the thousands, became what in effect were land-
less laborers on land that was granted to other people. Pressures were
exerted on San who were not working on the farms to leave. Many of
them did so, in some cases moving to the main administrative center of
the region, the town of Ghanzi. In the 1960s, San and other groups who
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were defined as squatters were removed from Ghanzi, their homes being
burned by district administration officials. Similar removals from squatter
camps took place in Francistown at the behest of the Tati Company and
the British Protectorate Administration. San in the Northern Crown Lands
were removed from the areas that they occupied by the Protectorate
Administration and the Ngwato tribe in the mid- to late 1940s after inci-
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Figure 1. Map of the Bechuanaland Protectorate (1) to stop overgrazing and degradation of the range;
(2) to promote greater equality of incomes in rural areas;
(3) to allow growth and commercialization of the livestock industry on

a sustained basis.
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Table 1. Land zoning categories in Botswana

Type of land Land zoning Amount of land Percentage of
category (sq km) country
Freehold land Freehold farms 32,970 5.7
State land Parks and reserves 101,535 17.4
Other 32,455 5.6
Tribal land Communal 173,432 29.8
Commercial 51,094 8.8
wildilife 129,450 22.2
Management areas
Leasehold ranches 3,351 0.6
Remote area 3,523 0.6
Dweller settlements
Other 53,945 93
Total 581,720 100.0

Note: Data obtained from the Ministry of Local Government and the Ministry of Lands aud
Housing, Government of Botswana. The category “other” includes land in towns and laud
set aside for government purposes (e.g. trek routes, quarantine camps for livestock).

The best way to achieve these aims, it was argued in a government whila
paper (Republic of Botswana 1975), was through the granting of exclusive
rights to individuals and groups who would then have an incentive to
manage their grazing in appropriate ways.

The customary forms of land ownership that remained under the Tribal
Land Act of 1968 and the TGLP white paper stipulated that (1) individu-
als had the right to land for residential, business, grazing, and agricul-
tural purposes; (2) individuals could not own land (i.e. have de jure tenure
rights) in communal areas, (3) traditional authorities (chiefs and head-
men) no longer had the right to allocate land; instead this right was cede
to district land boards; (4) individuals seeking land or water rights from
Land boards had to apply for it, and (5) there were no individual entitle-
ments in communal land, only in freehold and what was defined as com-
mercial (leasehold) land.

Under customary law in Botswana, open surface water (e.g. rivers,
springs, pans with water in them) was free to be used by anyone who
wished to use it (Schapera 1943: 243-244). This was also true for danu
that were constructed through collective labor. In the past, people wero
supposed to seek permission from the chief (kgosi) or grazing area head-
man (modisa) for the right to develop a water point (Schapera 1943: 244).
Where water was obtained through the expenditure of private labor or the
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nse of capital, as in the case of well-digging or borehole sinking, people
were able to keep the water for personal use. In the 20th century and
vspecially during the new millennium, there were cases in which individ-
nals transferred the rights over water points to other individuals, some of
them foreigners, in exchange for some kind of cash or in kind payment.

Since the passage of the Tribal Land Act individuals had to seek per-
mission for a water right from the district land board. If an individual
bought a private freehold farm such as one in Ghanzi or in the Tuli Block
in castern Botswana, he or she had rights of ownership of the water points
on that farm. Once an individual got a water right, either through getting
permission to establish a water point from the land board, or through
purchasing a private farm, he or she also had access to the grazing land
surrounding the water point. If people wished to appeal decisions of the
I.and board about a water point, they had to lodge such an appeal with
the Minister of Lands and Housing (in the past, the Minister of Local Gov-
vrument and Lands). Conflicts over water rights are not uncommon in the
communal areas of Botswana, and they were a source of friction between
proups and individuals in the past as well (see also Adamczewski et al.,
(his volume).

One of the major issues that arose during the course of TGLP imple-
mentation revolved around the numbers of non-water right holders and
non-livestock owners residing in the areas that were designated as com-
mercial leasehold ranches. While attention was paid in the White Paper
to protecting “the interests of those who own only a few cattle or none
ut all” (Republic of Botswana 1975: 6) and it held that “planning will aim
to cnsure that land development helps the poor and does not make them
worse off” (Republic of Botswana 1975: 2), things did not work out that
way. When it was found that many of the sandveld areas had existing
water points and people in them, planners responded by zoning the land
vither commercial or communal. The criteria used were (1) the numbers
of water points and cattle posts that existed in them, and (2) the presence
or absence of villages and towns. No land was zoned as reserved because
it was felt that there was sufficient land for communal use already.

Thus, in spite of the fact that the ‘reserved areas’ were the only ‘safe-
puards for the poorer members of the population’ (Republic of Botswana
175: 7), it was decided to forgo zoning land in this way. Instead, some of
(he land was left un-zoned pending further investigation. As the zoning
process evolved, it was noted that some of the land had substantial num-
hers of wildlife. Since only a portion of those areas where wildlife was
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found was protected in the form of national parks and game reserves, it
was recommended that a new land zoning category be created: Wildlife
Management Areas (WMAs). . l

By the early 1980s, the zoning and land use planning process ha}d r?sulte(
in the country being divided into a number of different categories lr%clu'd-
ing (a) commercial land, (b) communal land, (c) reserved land, (d) Wlldhfe:
Management Areas, (e) specialized leasehold farms, (f) natlona.l parks
and game reserves, and (g) land left either un-zoned or cat?gonzet.i as
‘investigation areas’ (Wily 1981). The latter were areas where. 11.1sufﬁc1ent
information was known to make a land zoning designation. It is important
to note that virtually no land whatsoever was set aside as reserved; Fhus,
the ‘safeguards for the poor were dispensed with completely. Esser.mally,
the ‘reserved’ areas would have provided land for people who did not
have cattle or practice agriculture to continue to maintain their custom-
ary activities, which included foraging, and would have prevetllted these
areas from being turned into commercial cattle ranches or designated as
communal areas. '

At the time the Tribal Grazing Land Policy was declared (1975), it was
felt that the granting of exclusive rights would lead to greater eﬁ'(')rts at
conservation. What has happened, in a number of cases, however, is that
ranches were stocked heavily, and the grazing was reduced significantly.
Individuals who had leasehold rights maintained their rights to grazing
in the communal areas; as a result, when their ranches were overgrazed,
they simply moved their livestock back to the communzjll grazing arcas,
thus exacerbating the grazing problems in these areas. This syst.em'of (llll;l
grazing rights posed serious problems for environmental quality in both
the commercial and communal areas (White 1993; de Sagte 2011).

The situations on commercial ranches were complex. People liviny
there were generally not allowed to graze their own animals on the rzu.u"ll.
unless specific provision was made for that by the ranch lessee.. Fenew
constructed on the peripheries of the ranch (border fences) restricted the
movement of livestock out of the ranch area. If the grazing was overex
ploited, or if a fire burned off much of the grazing or a dr'ought.hil. andl
grazing resources were reduced, cattle owners were faced with a dilenumn
because of the existence of private or leasehold ranches nearby, they could
not simply move their cattle to an adjacent area. They had to move thew
back to the communal areas, which meant that their animals werc cou:
peting with other people’s livestock for grazing and water. It' also‘ mennt
that they had little control over the breeding activities of their aninaln,
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Based on fieldwork in TGLP ranch areas in the 1970s-19gos (see Ilitch
cock 1978; Campbell, Main and Hitchcock 2006; Perkins 1991), people
residing on the ranches generally wished to plant some vegetables and
food crops (e.g. sorghum, maize, water melons). With the ranch lessec's
permission, they would prepare small gardens for vegetables or plough
larger fields, often using the cattle or donkeys belonging to the ranch les
see. They then had to protect their gardens and fields from maraudiny
goats, donkeys, cattle, and wildlife using brush fences. In many cascs,
however, people who had TGLP ranches would not allow their employces
or their families to plant crops on their ranches because they assumed i
would mean that their workers were pursuing their own interests and no!
taking good care of the livestock on the ranch.

The costs of fencing, borehole drilling and equipment have increased
greatly over time, thus making the question of the economics of ranchiny,
@ major issue. Data on livestock production (measured in terms of weight
gin and numbers of calves born) suggest that communal area cattle pusis
in a number of cases had higher productivity levels than did the leaschiold
ranches, according to the Animal Production Research Unit of the Minis
try of Agriculture (Ministry of Agriculture 1983; see also Behnke, Scoones,
md Kerven 1993; White 1993 for discussions of this point). The costs of
setting up and running a ranch in the remote areas of Botswana arc quitc
high, and as a result many cattle owners decided not to fence. Some watct
source owners also refused to sign leases over the land surrounding theh
horeholes since they did not feel that it was in their best interests. Ilicy
(el this way because they saw no reason to pay even a minimal amount of
money for land which they essentially had exclusive rights over anyway,
In line with government land legislation passed in 1991 (the National P’ol
lcy on Agricultural Development, Republic of Botswana 19g1). It should b
noted that much of the funding for the commercialization of the livestock
Industry in Botswana in the 1970s and 1980s was provided by the World
lhunk (see Table 2). Additional funders included the European Develop
ment Fund, the U.S. Agency for International Development, and the Al

van Development Bank. It is also interesting to note that many of (he
lonns made to individuals who obtained leasehold ranches were writien
ull by the NDB, thus allowing cattle owners, some of them well-to-do, to
ensentially be subsidized by international and national funding agencies,
nomething that was not the case for the poor who were removed from
nnches. It is important to note that of all minority groups in Botswana,
numbering approximately 37-40, the San have the lowest percentage of
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Table 2. World Bank funded Jivestock development projects in Botswana

Project Title Dates Finance

LDP 1 Livestock development project 1 1972-76 US$5,400,000

LDP 2 Second livestock development 1977-1982 US$13,400,000
project

LDP 3 National land management and 1985~1988 US$17,800,000
livestock development project

TOTAL 3 projects US$36,600,000

land board certificates, which means that they have the highest potential
of being dispossessed. Very few, if any, San have been allocated grazing or
water rights by land boards.

SociaL EQUITY AND LAND DEVELOPMENT IN BOTSWANA

The question of social equity is still a contentious issue in Botswana. Over
40,000 people resided in the tribal areas that were zoned as commercial.
Some of these people were required to leave the ranches; compensation,
if it was given at all, was in the form of cash and was relatively minimal.
The argument that compensation should be provided in the form of land
was accepted only to a limited degree by the land boards. When there
were conflicting rights over commercial ranches, the land boards opted
for de-zoning (declaring the area communal). In an effort to offset prob-

lems of dispossession,the alternative strategy was to set aside blocks of &

land either within or adjacent to commercial ranching areas where people
who are required to leave leased land could gain access to social services
and some land for production purposes. In practice, the area that was

s R Y
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declared Communal Service Centers (CSCs) constituted a small amount &

of land (1,058 square kilometers) (see Section 20 in the revised edition
of the Tribal Grazing Land Policy Guidelines, Ministry of Local Govern-
ment and Lands 1984). Communal service centers were found in western

Central District (Mmaletswai), the Hainaveld region of Northwest District

(Ngamiland), northeastern and western Kweneng District, Southern Dis-
trict (Tankana), Kgalagadi District, and Ghanzi District (see Figure 2).
However, most people who were evicted from the ranches opted not to
go to the communal service centers, in part because they saw them as too
small in area, too crowded, and unlikely to provide opportunities for sub-
sistence and income generation. Instead, they decided to move to other
communal areas where there was more space, Their decision to relocate
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to other communal areas may also have been an expression of discontent
over the government’s policy to move them out of the ranches. In fact, this
is what actually happened in the context of the Central Kalahari Game
Reserve in the 19gos and the early part of the new millennium. People
removed from the CKGR did not all go to the resettlement sites, but chose
to go to other communal areas near the Central Kalahari; others went to
towns or to freehold farms where they had relatives or friends.2

In total, some 4,000 people occupied these communal service centers,
and their numbers increased as ranches failed and were abandoned, and
ranch-owners reduced the numbers of residents on their ranches. One
of the problems was that neither the communal service centers nor the
remote area settlements were officially gazetted under Botswana govern-
ment legislation. Consequently, cattle owners and other people could
freely move into them with their animals. The result of this situation were
increased conflicts and a decline in livelihoods and well-being of many of
the residents of the settlements and communal service centers (Malopi
and Batisini 2008; Good 2009; Hitchcock, Sapignoli, and Babchuk 2om).

Until today, pastoralists (e.g. Tswana, Herero, Bakgalagadi) move into
the Remote Area Dweller settlements and communal service centers,
so as to take advantage of grazing grounds and government-subsidized
water. It is anticipated that this trend will increase with climate change
and environmental degradation.

LAND AND LABOR IN GHANZI DISTRICT

Much of the district’s land is freehold land, commercial livestock ranches
or Wildlife Management Areas (in the case of the latter, the area totals

26,342 sq km (2,624,200 hectares), or 22.34% of the district’s land). Includ-
ing the Central Kalahari Game Reserve, the largest protected area in

Botswana, (52,313 sq km, 5,231,300 hectares), the land devoted to wildlife- :

related purposes in Ghanzi District totals almost two thirds of the entire

2 For discussions of the resettlement sites created as a result of the Botswana govern- 48

ment's decisions to move people out of the Central Kalahari Game Reserve in 1997 and
2002, see Kiema (z010); Hitchcock, Sapignoli, and Babchuk (2om); Sapignoli (2012). The

CKGR and areas to the east, including the Western Sandveld region of Central District,
have substantial symbolic significance for the people who call it their home. This symbolic 3
significance is seen in the ways that they describe it: “This is my land,” “This is my g/u” 58

(G//ana for territory), “This is the land of my ancestors and the place where they are bur-
ied,” “It is the place where I was bom” (Kiema 2010: 23; see also Silberbauer 1981: g5-9,
141-142). The name for the Central Kalahari Game Reserve is Tc'amnqoe (Kiema 2o10: 1),
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district (see Figure 3). In these areas, the primary utilization of the land
is for wildlife-related enterprises, such as tourism and game ranching (see
also Andrew et al,, this volume) At the same time, small communities of
people carry out a variety of livelihood activities in these wildlife areas.

One of the ways in which the Ghanzi District Council and the gov-
ernment of Botswana dealt with the issue of the large numbers of poor
people on freehold farms in Ghanzi District, as well as those who were
squatters in the Ghanzi Township and those who were told to leave lease-
hold ranches (i.e. at Makunda and in the south eastern Ghanzi District)
was that they resettled these groups in what came to be called Remote
Area Dweller settlements. Theoretically open to anyone in the country
who wishes to settle there, these settlements are characteristically in com-
munal areas or in Wildlife Management Areas. Most of the settlements
are 20 by 20 km (40,000 hectares), which is smaller than the area generally
needed to support full-time foraging as a lifestyle (Hitchcock 1978; Wily
1979, 1981, 1982). All of them have been provided with social and physi-
cal infrastructures by the Ghanzi District Council or central government
(e.g. water points, schools, teachers’ quarters, health posts, dikgotla [i..
meeting places for community members and officials, among others], and
areas of land for residences and, in some cases, gardens, fields, and kraals)
and places for keeping livestock.

Even if today, sizable numbers of San (as well as members of some other
groups such as Bakgalagadi, Tswana, and Herero) can be seen to work on
Ghanzi freehold farms and on TGLP ranches and cattle posts, security of
tenure has deteriorated for them. The main reason is that the number
of people who are allowed to remain on farms has been reduced, in part
because of labor costs and because some Ghanzi and leasehold area farm-
ers have added fences -which reduces the need for herders (badisa)—and
have established boundaries around farms, so as to exclude farm workers
from them.

In fieldwork carried out by both authors in the Ghanzi Farms in 2011 and
2012, it was found that many of the people on the farms were concerned
about the future, saying, for example, “We have no security here. The farm
owners can remove us at any time.”3 There was evidence to support these

3 Fieldwork on issues involving land in Botswana was carried out over a period from
1975 to 2012. Maria Sapignoli conducted field work in Ghanzi, Gaborone, and Lobatse in
July-September, 2006, with follow-up work in Ghanzi in 2010~zou and 2012. In July-August,
2on Sapignoli and Hitchcock conducted field work in northern Ghanzi District on Ghanzl
furms and some of the settlements (Kuke, Roobrak, New Xade) as part of an assessment of



144

MARIA SAPIGNOLI AND ROBERT K. HITCHCOCK

AN
2 ;/ \a
tegie rd |
LEERE- / i
. : Ve !
BN P |__
e 1
g
-4 ]
2 I
x Rt
T 0 4 |
g .2 D :
55 |
GRS .
ol l
g g': i
5 [+ L@ ]
0% 3" ]
g % .
S P |
B |/
O I
I H
[N} :
‘\
A0 -
; & 9
; ¢ S 3 |
PE s |
: g"/ai 'g. |
“ I..‘ §\;/>\ e - g H
A ;é 5 .gl
5% N
R i '
Q?! b l
: s .
: 3
= ': “3 ._:’ !
38 <o |
=y Q i |
(R
e ml
5 g
i 313
g : 2 ‘b-sl
8q 8 ‘@ foal
o -] H S
g 5" 3 s
et EPER—- e
od 3

g\3
2@
Ela
&)'e
2|0
o
8

to Lobatse

Figure 3. Map of Ghanzi District and the Central Kalahari Game Reserve
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concerns. An assessment of a sample of Ghanzi farms revealed that the
numbers of San farm workers had been reduced from 10-12 per farm in
the 1970s and 1980s, to 5-6 per farm in 2o1. Fewer of the farm laborers,
who in the past could be termed generational farm workers—i.e. people
who lived their entire lives on the farms and were totally dependent on
the farm owners for support—were San. Exacerbating the position of San
workers is the fact that a significant portion of the farm worker popula-
tion on some Ghanzi Farms is made up of Bakgalagadi, Herero, Tswana, or
Zimbabweans (Sapignoli and Hitchcock zo). Farm owners say that while
they may appreciate the long-standing connections they and their fami-
lies have had with San, ‘new workers’ are “more efficient and cost less”.

THE WESTERN SANDVELD REGION OF CENTRAL DISTRICT, NORTH WEST
DISTRICT AND LAND, LIVESTOCK, AND WILDLIFE DEVELOPMENT

In the 1970s, with the introduction of the Tribal Grazing Land Policy, the
government of Botswana and the Central District Council designated
what became known as the Western Sandveld region as a commercial
irst development area (see Figure 4). Originally, there were plans for 300~
400 leasehold ranches, but after lengthy surveys and investigations and
cvidence showing that people had customary rights to land in much of
the area, it was decided to set aside only 18 commercial ranches, arrayed
along a veterinary cordon fence, notably the Makoba Fence. In the early
1990s, the government decided to allow individuals who had water rights
(i.e. the possession of boreholes) to get leasehold rights over the areas
surrounding their boreholes, averaging 8 km by 8 km in size (64 sq km
or 6,400 hectares). Some of the water right holders opted to fence the
areas around their boreholes, with funding from the National Develop-
ment Bank. Under TGLP, 342 commercial ranches were demarcated and
allocated to individuals and groups (Republic of Botswana 1989; Mathuba
2003). By the late 1980s, approximately 4% of Botswana’s land area was
devoted to TGLP ranches. The TGLP approach was expanded and rein-
forced by the 1991 National Agricultural Development Policy (Republic
of Botswana 1991). By 2006, an additional 602 leasehold ranches were
demarcated. This meant that approximately 8% of the country’s land

potential copper mining impacts (see Sapignoli and Hitchcock 2on). Hitchcock's work on
the western Central District was carried out between 1975 and 2012 (see Hitchcock 1978,
1980; Campbell, Main, and Hitchcock 2006).
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had been converted from communal (common property) to private lease-
hold land.

In fact, by the early 21st century nearly all of the approx. 300 commer-
cial leasehold ranches in the Western Sandveld region of Central District
were owned by individuals who lived outside of the region. Research
by a team from the University of Sussex (Sporton and Thomas 2002),
revealed a trend toward expansion of commercial cattle ranches along
with a wide range of social, economic, and environmental impacts, the
causes and consequences of which were contested. At the same time,
questions were raised about the long-term impacts of livestock on the
range, the degree to which cattle grazing contributed to local environ-
mental change and the socioeconomic impacts of ranching programs on
common property resource management systems (Perkins 1991; Dougill
2002; Campbell, Main, and Hitchcock 2006; Cullis and Watson 2009).
A detailed study of the Makoba Ranching block and assessments of ranch
communities (see Figure 5) revealed that some of the individuals who got
leases for their land, opted to tell the residents of the ranches, including
ranch workers and their families as well as non-workers, that they had to
leave the ranches. Many of these residents were San. When livestock had
been removed from the ranches, former employees moved to areas on the
periphery of the ranches. There they attempted to earn a living through
a mixture of foraging, working for other people, doing piecework (e.g.
building fences, clearing roads), and engaging in formal sector employ-
ment (e.g. working at the diamond mines of Orapa or Letlhakane). Some
received rations from the government as part of Botswana’s drought relief,
Remote Area Dweller, and destitute support programs.* Other ex-ranch
residents moved to towns to the east, or went to live in the Central Kala-
hari Game Reserve. Moving into the Game Reserve was a risky strategy
since the government had already told the people living in the reserve
that they would no longer be allowed to live there nor use the wildlife and
other natural resources in the reserve (Hitchcock 2002; Sapignoli 2012).5
still others opted to leave the region altogether. In the wake of this migra-
tion families could be seen to split up; men went to work in towns or in

4 So-called destitutes are individuals who lack the means of supporting themselves.

5 Information obtained from people in the eastern part of the Central Kalahari Game
leserve who had moved back into the reserve from the Central District after the 2006
(KGR court case indicated that some of the CKGR residents had come from the Botletle
River region and from the settlements around Kedia, south of Lake //Gau (Xau), which had
heen established for remote area dwellers in the 1970s, and Xeri, one of the CKGR resettle-
ment locations established in the early part of the new millennium.
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the mines, leaving behind their wives and children. Many of these female-
headed households were without land, livestock or other resources.

In the early 21st century, new commercial ranches were established in
the area both northwest and southwest of the Makoba Veterinary Cordon
fence, where the original block of 18 TGLP ranches had been demarcated
in the 1970s. The new ranches attracted local people as well as foreigners,
in search for jobs as herders and pumpers. In some cases their families
came with them. One of the trends in the early 21st century, however,
was that many of the jobs were taken up by individuals who did not have
families on site, but who instead sent money to them at their homes in
Botswana and Zimbabwe.

FROM RANCH TO GAME RESERVE

In order to qualify for one of these ranches with the sub-district land
board, individual applicants had to have a management plan. Many of
these plans, as it turned out, were done by professional consultants, and
the ranch applicants themselves were frequently unaware of the provi-
sions of the plans (Motlopi 2006: 25). In the bidding process, citizens and
citizen-owned companies were given preference over non-citizens in the
land board criteria. This, however, did not prevent non-citizens from pur-
chasing ranches from others who had been allocated them.

In the case of the 72 TGLP ranches in the Hainaveld region in North
West District (Ngamiland), just to the north of the Central Kalahari Game
Reserve, some of the ranch lessees formed a conservancy (a block of
ranches which had a common management plan aimed at conservation,
game ranching, and commercial wildlife management) and advertised on
the web for willing buyers; the price for the conservancy in 2on1 was over
US$3,951,150 for a conservancy area some 26,341 hectares in size (www
‘bestrealestate.com/go/en, accessed on May 28, zon). Several foreign com-
Panies sent representatives to Botswana to assess the potential of the con-
servancy in 2010201, a number of them from China. Such efforts were
being encouraged by the government of Botswana through its land policies
and its policy on game ranching (Republic of Botswana 2002). In several
areas, ranchers sold off their livestock and replaced the domestic animals
with wild animals, of which a number were bought at auctions. Some of
the ranches established hunting operations and made arrangements for
foreign hunters to come to their ranches to hunt, usually for substantial
payments of foreign exchange. Thus, both in freehold farm areas (e.g. the
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Ghanzi Farms) and in commercial ranching areas such as those in Cen-
tral and North West Districts, there was a transformation in land use and
management and a shift in control, with relatively wealthy land owners,
ranch lessees, and companies consolidating their hold on land, while poor
occupants of those lands were largely excluded. A number of the hunt-
ing operations are carried out by San who have been engaged as hunting
guides for generations in Botswana. By and large, however, few San have
management positions in safari companies, and no San own safari hunt-
ing or tourism companies in Botswana.

In Ngamiland some communities were given wildlife rights, under
Botswana’s Community-Based Natural Resource Management Policy
(Republic of Botswana 2007). In order to get these rights from the Depart-
ment of Wildlife and National Parks, the communities had to come up
with a land use and management plan, a constitution, and a community
trust board. CBNRM was considered by some in the country a “foreign
grown” concept and one that was expatriate driven (Rihoy and Maguran-
yanga 2010: 58). Part of the early work on CBNRM was funded by the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID) and implemented by a
private company working in conjunction with the Department of Wildlife
and National Parks. Later on, the World Conservation Union and SNV,
the Netherlands Development Organization, got involved in CBNRM in
Botswana (Rozemeijer 2001; Arntzen et al. 2003). By 2012, there were some
160 community trusts in Botswana, many of which were engaged in vari-
ous kinds of natural resource-related activities, some of which generated
substantial revenues.

In North West District, there are nearly a dozen community-based orga-
nizations, most of which were working with private joint venture part-
ners. A list some of these CBOs and their activities is presented in Table 3.
There were a number of challenges that these community trusts faced,
including (1) getting a joint venture partner through a fair and transparent
bidding process which was willing to work cooperatively with the com-
munity, (2) ensuring that the joint venture partners, some of which were
foreign-owned, did not take advantage of the local community by hon-
oring their agreements (e.g. providing the community trust with agreed-
upon royalties, not overshooting their licenses), and (3) ensuring full
community participation. Some safari companies promised communities
that they would hire specific numbers of local people and that they would
provide training, something that they did not always do. There have also
been cases where safari companies bribed community trust members in
an effort to get the lease.
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Table 3. Community trusts in Botswana's North West District involved in
ecotourism and integrated conservation and development activities

Hie of trust and
lmmnding date

Controlled hunting
area, Size in km?

Composition of
population,
population size

Project activitics

Jihotsha Community NG 24, 530 km?

Tuast, 1999

klwni Development NG 18, 1,815 km?2

Trust, 2000 and NG 19, and Subiya, 360 people, work at private satlind
180 km? 1village lodges, auctioning oil
hunting quota portioy,
setting up a of a
community-owned
tourist lodge

Mababe Zokotsama NG 41, 2,181 km? Ts’exa San, 200 people, Ecotourism, crafl saley,
Community 1 village and safari tourism
Ivelopment
Tiust, 1998 .

Hvango NG 22, 580, km?,  Bugakwe, Wayeyi, Safari hunting and
Community Trust, NG 23, 540 km? Mbukushu, G//anikwe, photo-based tourisin
1999 Dxeriku, BaTawana,

2,200 people, 5 villages

wikuyo NG 34, 870 km? Wayeyi and Subiya, 345 Ecotourism, safa.ri
I'shwaragano people, 1 village hunting concession,
Management Trust craft sales, campsiic
(SIMT), 1995 '

Iremashane NG 10 and NGn,  Mbukushu, Wayeyi, Community tourisi,
Community Trust, ca. 8oo km? Bugakwe San, G// campsite, cultural trail,
1999 anikwe San, 5,000 craft sales

people,

/Ani/Xai (Cgae Cgae) NG 4, 9,293km?  Ju/hoansi San, Leasing out of portion
Tlhabololo Trust, NG 5, 7,623 km? Mbanderu, 450 people,  of wildlife quota, cralin,
197 (16,966 km? total) 1 village safari hunting and

Mbukushu, Herero and
G//anikwe San, 10,000
people, multiple
villages

Bugakwe San, Tawana,

Community tourisin,
makoro (canoe) poling,
basketry and other il
sales

Ecotourism, craft salen,

tourism

Hote: Data obtained from the North West District Gouncil, the North West District Land Use Planning Unit,
amd the Kuru Family of Organizations. NG stands for Ngamiland.

For their part, the community trusts have had their own challenges, such
as handling funds in a transparent and accountable manner, providing
broad community benefits, listening to community membexs’ opinions,
and responding to community requests for assistance (Rihoy and Magu-
rananga 2010). Also, from the government side they have been challenged.
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During late zon and the first half of 2012 some San community trusts were
barred from operating by the government as a result of alleged misman-
agement. Moreover, government officials have said that the Botswana
government is considering shutting down commercial safari hunting in
the country altogether (Gaotlhobogwe zoub, data from Ministry of Envi-
ronment, Wildlife, and Tourism, 2012).

CONCLUSIONS

It is clear from this assessment of land reform in Botswana that local peo-
ple, notably the San, have been affected in a variety of ways by State-led
changes in land policy since the colonial era. The land reforms included
setting aside areas for private use by individuals, so-called freehold areas,
which were established under the Bechuanaland Protectorate. In cases
where lands were set aside for freehold purposes, sizable numbers of local
people, many of them members of minority groups, were dispossessed,
while other people, many of them non-local or foreign, were able to bene-
fit from the land (e.g. through raising of livestock, engaging in commercial
agriculture, or participating in safari hunting with private clients, many
of them from abroad). Similar kinds of situations occurred in the case
of the land reform efforts made under the Tribal TGLP and the National
Agricultural Development Policy of the post-colonial Botswana govern-
ment, which saw a substantial portion of the country set aside as com-
mercial cattle ranches, resulting in the dispossession of tens of thousands
of people, a sizable proportion of them San, many of whom moved into
the already over-crowded communal areas.

The third kind of land reform was the division by the Botswana gov-
ernment of the Wildlife Management Areas into areas for commercial
use, that is, for private safari companies, and those for community use. In
North West District, for example, three quarters of the so-called Controlled
Hunting Areas (CHAs) ended up in the hands of private companies, while
only a quarter of the CHAs became Community-Controlled Hunting Areas
(CCHAs) (data from North West District Land Use Planning Unit and the
North West District Council, zon).

As for future developments, the people of Cgae Cgae (/Xai/Xai) and
Dobe in the community-controlled hunting areas NG 3 expressed signifi-
cant concern to planners and biologists working with them in 2012 about
the selling of leases for 8 km by 8 km (64 sq km, 6,400 hectares) farms in
the NG 3 area. Boga Thura Manatsha, a Motswana researcher, told reporter

Iy .'.-‘f.
ik
.‘-
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Iiphraim Keoreng of the Botswana newspaper Mmegi Wa Dikgang in June,
2012, when asked about what Botswana was facing in the future: “The main
challenge is that the government seems to turn a blind eye on the now

disturbing buying and selling of land by foreigners.” Professor Manatsha
went on to say the following;

The other difference between Botswana and other countries is that here
cattle barons, bureaucrats and politicians, and (now) property develo pers
are working in collusion. Therefore, it becomes difficult for the poo!r .l(‘)
articulate their land rights. Botswana has become a country where wealth

iso mac;e through acquiring land cheaply from the poor and weak (Keoreng
12: 1). '

Like many in Botswana, Manatsha is concerned that land in the coun-
try V.VIH soon be auctioned for commercial, industrial, civic, and com-
munity use, putting an end to land applications. The provisions for this

(Gaotlhobogwe 2012a).

The issue that remains to be solved is what rights local people will
have to ensure that they benefit from the presence of commercial cattie
ranches, private hunting concessions or mining operations on the lands
‘which they have fought so hard to retain. As an informant put it in al;
Interview in Ghanzi in August, 2011, “We have had enough of the gov-
ernment giving away our land and resources to wealthy individuals and
f?relgn companies. It is time that we got our own rights to the land legal
rights which cannot be sacrificed in the name of ‘development’ b,y the
s'tate or by big companies.” While the companies that have prospectiné
licenses, leases and title deeds in the Kalahari maintain that they have
Rrogressive policies in place to safeguard the rights of the local communi;
ties, as well as the environmentally and socially sustainable exploitation
of natural and human resources, local people continue to worry, given
the long, complex, and difficult history of land reform and sub-s'urfacc
fesource extraction and development in Botswana,
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